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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. Claim 1, 5, 9, 1 1-13, 15, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Josse et al. (US 6104929) in view of Ovesjo et al. (US 20020160785) 
and Eriksson (US 20030103478). 

4. Regarding Claims 1 and 1 1 , Josse et al. teaches exchanging messages between 
the Mobile Station (Fig. 1 , Item 40) and the Radio Access Network (Fig. 1 , Item 30) of a 
first technology (Base Station System communicates using a Gb interface to the SGSN 
and to the mobile station using a air interface which is different from a Gn interface, Fig. 
1 , Col. 4, Lines 45-52) and between the Radio Access Network and the Core Network 
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(Fig. 1, Item 20) (GGSN communicates with SGSN through a Gn interface and to the 
Data Network or Internet, Col. 4, Lines 39-45) through a Hybrid Atrium (a group of core 
nodes in the Core Network which includes a SGSN, Fig. 1 , Item 24, Col. 4, Lines 33-57) 
where the node includes an ability to exchange short messages (Attach Request 
Message) with the MS (Col. 2, Lines 44-58) directly (Col. 7, Line 23-24, Col. 10, Line 
66-67, Fig. 3, Item 3-1 and 3-9, communication occurs directly between MS and SGSN 
with attach request and attach accept messages where the SGSN uses the BSS as its 
antenna), however Josse et al. fails to disclose exchanging messages between the MS 
and the RAN of a first technology and between the RAN of a first technology and the 
CN of a second technology through a Hybrid Atrium in a Core Network. 

5. In an analogous art, Ovesjo et al. discloses a MS communicating with a RAN 
using a first technology and communicating between the RAN of the first technology 
and the CN of a second technology through a Hybrid Atrium (MS communicates with 
RAN using GSM or UMTS and CN communicates with RAN using PSTN or ISDN 
through BSC or RNC, Paragraphs 27-29), which enables interoperability. 

6. In an analogous art, Eriksson discloses a Core Network including a mobile 
station communicating with a RAN using a first technology (UMTS) and the RAN 
communicating with the Core Network (Fig. 1) that includes two core nodes (circuit 
switched and packet switched core nodes, Paragraph 28) that create a hybrid atrium 
(coexisting nodes of different technologies including UMTS and GSM, Paragraph 28), 
which enables interoperability. 
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7. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made include hybrid atrium in a core network and to communicate using 
multiple technologies in the core network in order to promote backwards capability and 
interoperability. 

8. Regarding Claims 5 and 15, Josse et al. further teaches updating the CN with a 
data session context update (PDP) through the Hybrid Atrium (update SGSN request, 
Col. 7, Lines 34-37). 

9. Regarding Claims 9 and 1 9, Josse et al. further teaches exchanging messages 
includes an ability to handoff between Serving General Packet Radio Service Nodes 
(SGSN, Col. 6, Lines 1-12, Fig. 1 , Item 24 1 and 24 2 ). 

1 0. Regarding Claim 12, Josse et al. further teaches initiating a data session by the 
MS with the hybrid atrium (a group of core nodes in the Core Network which includes a 
SGSN) through a Base Station (Fig. 1 , Items 24 and 30), updating a Home Location 
Register by the Hybrid Atrium (Col. 2, Lines 44-58), informing a QoS by the HLR, and 
negotiating a QoS by the Hybrid MSC (Col. 7, Lines 22-32, and tables 1-3). 

1 1 . Regarding Claim 1 3, Josse et al. further teaches sending a short message 
(attach reply) to the MS from the Hybrid Atrium (Col. 7, Lines 52-53) and sending a 
short message reply (attach request) from the MS to the Hybrid Atrium (Col. 7, Lines 
22-23). 
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12. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Josse et al. (US 61 04929) in view of Ovesjo et al. (US 200201 60785), Eriksson (US 
20030103478), and Parekh et al. (US 20030112779). 

1 3. Regarding Claim 2 , Josse et al. further teaches initiating a data session by the 
MS with the hybrid atrium (a group of core nodes in the Core Network which includes a 
SGSN) through a Base Station (Fig. 1 , Items 24 and 30), updating a Home Location 
Register by the Hybrid Atrium (Col. 2, Lines 44-58), informing a QoS by the HLR, and 
negotiating a QoS by the Hybrid MSC (Col. 7, Lines 22-32, and tables 1-3), however 
Josse et al. fails to disclose the first technology is CDMA 2000 and the second 
technology is GSM. 

14. In an analogous art, Parekh et al. discloses a mobile station sending a 
CDMA2000 origination message to the BSC which is then sent to a switch which uses 
GSM for HLR authorization (Paragraphs 2, 5, 7, 1 1 , 39, 44, and 49), which enables 
using a CDMA RAN with a GSM core because GSM is a communication protocol which 
is extant in much of the world (Parekh et al., Paragraph 6). 

1 5. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to use a CDMA 2000 RAN as a first technology with a GSM core 
infrastructure as a second technology in order to utilize a communication protocol which 
is extant in much of the world (Parekh et al., Paragraph 6). 

16. Regarding Claim 3, Josse et al. further teaches sending a short message (attach 
reply) to the MS from the Hybrid Atrium (Col. 7, Lines 52-53) and sending a short 
message reply (attach request) from the MS to the Hybrid Atrium (Col. 7, Lines 22-23). 
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17. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Josse et 
al. (US 6104929) in view of Ovesjo et al. (US 20020160785), Eriksson (US 
20030103478), Parekh et al. (US 20030112779), 3GPP (ETSI TS 123 060 V3.3.0 
(2000-04)) and further in view of IETF (The Point-to-Point Protocol (PPP), RFC 1661, 
July 1994). 

18. Regarding Claim 4, Josse et al. further discloses establishing a connection (PDP 
Contexts) and data transfer between the Hybrid Atrium and the MS (Col. 4, Lines 45-51 , 
Col. 2, Lines 9-15), however Josse et al. fails to disclose the connection being a direct 
PPP. 

In an analogous art, 3GPP discloses PDPs can be of the type PPP which 
enables a N-PDU of 1 502 octets (Page 124, Section 9.3). 

In an analogous art, IETF defines a PPP connection as direct between two peers 
(Page ii, Introduction), which enables the PPP to follow established standards. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to establish a PPP connection in order to allow the system to have 
a N-PDU maximum size of 1 502 octets (Page 124, Section 9.3) and to establish the 
PPP connection as direct to follow the standard definition of a PPP connection. 

19. Claims 6, 7, 14, 16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Josse et al. (US 61 04929) in view of Ovesjo et al. (US 
20020160785), Eriksson (US 20030103478), 3GPP (ETSI TS 123 060 V3.3.0 (2000- 
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04)) and further in view of IETF (The Point-to-Point Protocol (PPP), RFC 1661 , July 
1994). 

20. Regarding Claims 6 and 16, Josse et al. further discloses establishing a 
connection (PDP Contexts) between the Hybrid Atrium and the MS (Col. 4, Lines 45- 
51), however Josse et al. fails to disclose the connection being a direct PPP connection, 
sending a termination request from a Base Station Controller for the MS to the Hybrid 
Atrium, exchanging messages between the Hybrid Atrium and the CN to terminate the 
PPP connection and terminating the PPP connection between the Hybrid Atrium and 
the MS. 

In an analogous art, 3GPP discloses PDPs can be of the type PPP (Page 124, 
Section 9.3), sending a termination request from a Base Station Controller for the MS to 
the Hybrid Atrium (SGSN, Page 120, Section 9.2.4.1), exchanging messages between 
the Hybrid Atrium and the CN to terminate the PPP connection and terminating the PPP 
connection between the Hybrid Atrium and the MS (Page 120, Section 9.2.4.1), which 
enables the system to follow GPRS standards. 

In an analogous art, IETF defines a PPP connection as direct between two peers 
(Page ii, Introduction), which enables the PPP to follow established standards. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to initiate a connection termination from the mobile station because 
packet data transfer is no longer required and to follow the standards regarding GPRS 
and to establish the PPP connection as direct to follow the standard definition of a PPP 
connection. 
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21 . Regarding Claims 7 and 1 7, Josse et al. further discloses establishing a 
connection (PDP Contexts) between the Hybrid Atrium and the MS (Col. 4, Lines 45- 
51), however Josse et al. fails to disclose the connection being a direct PPP connection, 
sending a termination request from the CN to the Hybrid Atrium, exchanging messages 
between the Hybrid Atrium and the MS to terminate the PPP connection and terminating 
the PPP connection between the Hybrid Atrium and the MS. 

In an analogous art, 3GPP discloses PDPs can be of the type PPP (Page 124, 
Section 9.3), sending a termination request from a CN (internet host) to the Hybrid 
Atrium (SGSN, Page 122, Section 9.2.4.3), exchanging messages between the Hybrid 
Atrium and the MN to terminate the PPP connection and terminating the PPP 
connection between the Hybrid Atrium and the MS (Page 122, Section 9.2.4.3), which 
enables the system to follow GPRS standards. 

In an analogous art, IETF defines a PPP connection as direct between two peers 
(Page ii, Introduction), which enables the PPP to follow established standards. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to initiate a connection termination from the core network because 
packet data transfer is no longer required and to follow the standards regarding GPRS 
and to establish the PPP connection as direct to follow the standard definition of a PPP 
connection. 

22. Regarding Claim 14, Josse et al. further discloses establishing a connection 
(PDP Contexts) and data transfer between the Hybrid Atrium and the MS (Col. 4, Lines 
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45-51 , Col. 2, Lines 9-1 5), however Josse et al. fails to disclose the connection being a 
direct PPP. 

In an analogous art, 3GPP discloses PDPs can be of the type PPP which 
enables a N-PDU of 1 502 octets (Page 124, Section 9.3). 

In an analogous art, IETF defines a PPP connection as direct between two peers 
(Page ii, Introduction), which enables the PPP to follow established standards. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to establish a PPP connection in order to allow the system to have 
a N-PDU maximum size of 1 502 octets (Page 124, Section 9.3) and to establish the 
PPP connection as direct to follow the standard definition of a PPP connection. 

23. Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Josse et al. (US 61 04929) in view of Ovesjo et al. (US 200201 60785), Eriksson (US 
20030103478), and Weissman (US 20030188319). 

24. Regarding Claims 8 and 18, Josse et al. further discloses exchanging messages 
includes an ability to handoff between Serving General Packet Radio Service Nodes 
(SGSN, Col. 6, Lines 1-12, Fig. 1, Item 24 ^ and 24 2 ), however, Josse et al. fails to 
disclose handoff between Packet Data Service Nodes. 

25. In an analogous art, Weissman discloses a combination of SGSN and PDSN to 
enable the cellular system to communicate with its compatible network (Paragraph 64). 
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26. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to combine and handoff between PDSNs to allow the cellular 
device to communicate to a compatible network (Paragraph 64). 

27. Claims 10 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Josse et al. (US 6104929) in view of Ovesjo et al. (US 20020160785), Eriksson 
(US 20030103478), and Weissman (US 20030188319) and further in view of Grilli et al. 
(US 20030002525) 

28. Regarding Claims 10 and 20, Josse et al. further teaches exchanging messages 
includes an ability to handoff between Serving General Packet Radio Service Nodes 
(SGSN, Col. 6, Lines 1-12, Fig. 1, Item 50, 24 ^ and 24 2 ), however Josse et al. fails to 
disclose handoff between a PDSN and SGSN. 

In an analogous art, Weissman discloses a combination of SGSN and PDSN to 
enable the cellular system to communicate with its compatible network (Paragraph 64). 

In an analogous art, Grilli et al. discloses a hybrid GSM/CDMA network with 
handoff (Fig. 13). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to handoff between a PDSN and SGSN to allow the cellular device 
to operate data transmission in a hybrid network. 
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29. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Josse et 
al. (US 6104929) in view of Ovesjo et al. (US 20020160785), Eriksson (US 
20030103478), and further in view of Weissman (US 20030188319). 

30. Regarding Claim 21 , Josse et al. teaches exchanging messages between the 
Mobile Station (Fig. 1 , Item 40) and the Radio Access Network (Fig. 1 , Item 30)(Base 
Station System communicates using a Gb interface to the SGSN and to the mobile 
station using a air interface which is different from a Gn interface, Fig. 1, Col. 4, Lines 
45-52) and between the Radio Access Network and the Core Network (Fig. 1 , Item 20) 
(GGSN communicates with SGSN through a Gn interface and to the Data Network or 
Internet, Col. 4, Lines 39-45) through a Hybrid Atrium (a group of core nodes in the 
Core Network which includes a SGSN, Fig. 1 , Item 24, Col. 4, Lines 33-57) where the 
Hybrid Atrium includes an ability to exchange short messages (Attach Request 
Message) with the MS (Col. 2, Lines 44-58) directly (Col. 7, Line 23-24, Col. 10, Line 
66-67, Fig. 3, Item 3-1 and 3-9, communication occurs directly between MS and SGSN 
with attach request and attach accept messages where the SGSN uses the BSS as its 
antenna), a SGSN (SGSN in communication with SGSN, Fig. 1, Item 24 1 and 24 2 ), a 
GGSN (Fig. 1 , Item 20), however Josse et al. fails to disclose the Hybrid Atrium 
exchanging messages with a PDSN and exchanging messages between the MS and 
the RAN of a first technology and between the RAN of a first technology and the CN of 
a second technology through a Hybrid Atrium in a Core Network. 

31 . In an analogous art, Ovesjo et al. discloses a MS communicating with a RAN 
using a first technology and communicating between the RAN of the first technology 
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and the CN of a second technology through a Hybrid Atrium (MS communicates with 
RAN using GSM or UMTS and CN communicates with RAN using PSTN or ISDN 
through BSC or RNC, Paragraphs 27-29), which enables interoperability. 

32. In an analogous art, Eriksson discloses a Core Network including a mobile 
station communicating with a RAN using a first technology (UMTS) and the RAN 
communicating with the Core Network (Fig. 1) that includes two core nodes (circuit 
switched and packet switched core nodes, Paragraph 28) that create a hybrid atrium 
(coexisting nodes of different technologies including UMTS and GSM, Paragraph 28), 
which enables interoperability. 

33. In an analogous art, Weissman discloses a combination of SGSN and PDSN to 
enable the cellular system to communicate with its compatible network (Paragraph 64). 

34. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made include hybrid atrium in a core network and to communicate using 
multiple technologies in the core network in order to promote backwards capability and 
interoperability. 

35. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made use a PDSNs instead of a SGSN to allow the cellular device to 
communicate to a compatible network (Paragraph 64). 



Response to Arguments 
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Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-21 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's arguments filed 7/27/2010 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to disclose 
the limitations of claims 1,11, and 21 , Examiner disagrees because the limitations as 
broadly claimed and interpreted does not require the first and second technology to be 
of two different types of communication networks. Furthermore Josse discloses the 
limitations of claims 1,11, and 21 as communication between the MS and the base 
station which is a part of the RAN through an air interface where the communication 
also involves a SGSN (Col. 4, Lines 39-56) which is interpreted to be the same as 
applicant's first technology and the communication also is also between the base station 
and SGSN and a GGSN through a Gn interface interpreted to be the same as 
applicant's second technology. In response to applicant's argument that the references 
fail to show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon 
which applicant relies (i.e., the RAN is based on a CDMA 2000 standard and the CN is 
based on a GSM technology and the Hybrid Atrium is separate and apart from the BSC) 
are not recited in the rejected claims 1,11, and 21 . Although the claims are interpreted 
in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Therefore the 
limitations as broadly claimed and interpreted are disclosed by the references as 
disclosed above in the Final Rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to STEVEN LIM whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1210. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 9:00am-4:00pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lester Kincaid can be reached on (571)272-7922. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Steven Lim/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2617 

/LESTER KINCAID/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



